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Water Transportation 


(From an address of Hon. J. B. Hastman at Jacksonville, Florida, 
January 18, 19386) 


N AN address delivered before the Association of Marine 
Terminal Operators of the Atlantic Ports on January 13th, 
the Federal Coordinator of Transportation said: 


What I want to talk to you about, however, is not rail transportation 
so much as other forms of transportation, and particularly that which is 
performed by water. One of the things which I am supposed to do as 
Federal Coordinator of Transportation is to ‘‘investigate and consider 
means * * * of improving transportation conditions throughout 
the country.’’ Not so very long ago any one undertaking such a task 
could have devoted the great bulk of his time to the study of railroad 
conditions, Not so now. Any one in these days who looked at the rail- 
roads alone would miss a very large part of the picture. He must start 
underground with the pipe lines, take a good view of the highways, look 
out on the water, and end up in the air. 

The other day I read an address on transportation by a man of great 
wisdom and experience. I can lighten my own labors today by quoting 
from him rather extensively. Said he: 


‘This country has not, of course, intensified the public control 
of transportation from any love of regulation for regulation’ s sake. 
Here, as abroad, the rapid emergence of a new competition with the 
railways forced into prominence the practical necessity of correcting 
a tendency which had been allowed to develop unchecked and which 
here at any rate was producing not only a critical situation on the 
railways but a state of things not far from chaos on the road and 
among road operators themselves. There was a two-fold problem. 
Through the noise of the road-rail controversy there were audible 
the protests of road carriers against unfair practices on the part 
of other road carriers. 

‘Competition between road and rail is by no means the only 
problem of coordination in transport, but it is the one which has 
attracted most attention, and by its ubiquity and urgency brought 
the whole subject into the forefront of discussion. Almost every 
civilized country is going through a road-rail controversy or crisis, 
and, perhaps a little late in the day, the trading community in 
almost every country has come to realize that the issue is one of 
first-class importance from its own point of view. Just as a change 
in the attitude of the public towards its transport agencies was nec- 
essary if the dislocations of the war were to be put back into joint, 
so now it is increasingly recognized that in industrialized countries, 
which cannot afford to dispense with an efficient railway service, 
the true interests of traders will only be secured by some wisely 
directed mitigation of the open and unrestrained warfare which has 
tended te develop between rail and road at their ultimate expense.’ 
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Nor did he neglect water transportation in his remarks. I quote the 
following passage from that part of his discussion : 


" ‘*No comprehensive and satisfactory coordination of the trans- 
ine port resources of this country, with its great maritime traditions, 
sth, and the large number of excellent harbours and estuaries around its 
coasts, can ignore the position of coastwise shipping, and the direct 
representation of this important interest upon the Transport Ad- 
— visory Council is an acknowledgment of its place in our internal 
» in communications. : 
. “*T have already referred to the system under which our ports 
Lae are owned and organized. Except in so far as ownership is con- 
wer solidated in the hands of railway companies, the docks and harbours 
task are managed by separate bodies of commissioners or similar authori- 
road ties, who act independently of one another with little cooperation. 
vail. The view is sometimes expressed that advantages might result if in 
start certain instances adjacent ports were grouped, and that great 
look caution ought to be observed in incurring new capital expenditures 
on competitive facilities by neighboring ports so long as any form 
reat of coordination is lacking.”’ 


ting Finally, I quote a passage from his discussion of the present frend 
in the organization of transport : 


ntrol *‘To regulate railways on the lines of the old regime and to 
sake. accord freedom from control to commercial road transportation, has 
h the also ceased by general admission to be practicable. Apart from any 
eting question, as to the fairness of such inequality in the conditions of 
which operation between two competitive private enterprises, there is no 
n the presumption that an economic division of traffic would result. The 
| and practical consequences might be to leave the railways with the traffic 
blem. which their road competitors chose not to carry and in the long run 
idible to throw new burdens upon the bulk and heavy traffic or, in the 
part alternative, to throw the cost of subsidies upon the taxpayer. 

‘‘Suppose, however, that no other grounds of regulation ex- 
isted. Would responsible road operators themselves reject the con- 
ception of public service, with the obligations that it implies, in 
favor of a return to internecine competition and struggle with one 
another under no restraint? If not, it will hardly be contended that 
the necessary control of commercial road transport could be ef- 
fectively secured by voluntary action within the industry and there 
is no escape from the conclusion that some control of road transport 
as well as of rail transport by the State is inevitable. 

‘“We are not, however, forced to either of the two extremes of 
unrestricted competition on the one hand or an absolute monopoly 
of all means of transport on the other. There is an intermediate 
position which we appear in fact to be reaching. It is the com- 
promise of regulated and coordinated monopolies, quasi-monopolies 
or licensed operation of the different means of transport—road, rail 
or water,—each functioning in appropriate areas or within other- 
wise defined limitations, and offering alternative and complemen- 
tary services to the trading and traveling public.’’ 
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So much for quotations. I have made a large part of my speech by 
using the words of another man. That other man is Sir Cyril Hurcomb, 
Permanent Secretary of the British Ministry of Transport. It goes to 
show—and that is my reason for taking this liberty—that there is 
nothing unique about our transportation problems, that other parts of 
the world are having much the same troubles, and that they are finding 
it necessary to use much the same means of curing them. 

We began using such means back in 1887, and even earlier than 
that, if the States are considered as well as the Federal Government. 
Regulation of the railroads was a gradual development. Each step was 
foreed by public demand and bitterly fought by the railroads, up to and 
until the culmination legislation of 1920. That was their product as 
much as it was the product of any one else. It was most conclusive 
evidence that they had accepted the principle of regulation, and saw 
that it was needed and could be used for their own protection as well 
as for the general public protection. The railroads, of course, find much 
to criticize in regulation, but no railroad, so far as I know, wants it 
abandoned, or favors a system of free and uncontrolled transportation 
competition. 

In the case of motor carrier regulation, we went through a similar 
experience, but in a much shorter space of time. The motor carriers at 
the beginning were bitterly hostile to the idea of Federal regulation, but 
this attitude gradually changed, until in the end support from the oper- 
ators themselves was one of the chief factors in the passage of the Motor 
Carrier Act, 1935. They saw, as the railroads had seen, that conditions 
within the industry were drifting into demoralization and could be 
improved by a reasonable exercise of the authority of the Government. 

The Commission is now in the preliminary stages of its work under 
the Motor Carrier Act. It realizes that it has embarked on one of the 
greatest and most difficult undertakings of its career. Motor carrier 
regulation is in many respects very different from railroad regulation, 
and requires a new technique. The operators of trucks and busses are 
counted by the thousands rather than by the hundreds. Few are large, 
well-organized companies, and many are individuals operating only one 
or two vehicles. Their operations differ in a multitude of ways. Some 
are common carriers, while others are, or claim to be, contract carriers. 
Some operate over regular routes, while others go anywhere for hire. 
Some carry a large variety of commodities, while others specialize in 
the carriage of a few, or perhaps of a single commodity. So-called 
brokers direct the operations of many. Most of the operators are puzzled 
by the law under which they are to be regulated. They are apprehensive 
as to what they may be expected or required to do. 

Some of the methods of regulation which have gradually been 
developed over a long period of years and to which the railroad com- 
panies have become accustomed cannot suddenly be applied to this great 
throng of truck and bus operators with any hope of good results, and 
often these methods are not well adapted to motor carrier regulation. 
The Commission labors under no misunderstandings in regard to this 
matter, and it intends to proceed cautiously and do everything in its 
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power to adjust its methods of regulation to the conditions which it 
finds in the industry. It has no desire to persecute the small operator 
with a flood of rules by which he will be swamped. Regulation, like 
dentistry, cannot be made an altogether painless performance, but it need 
not be an instrument of torture. It is the ambition of the Commission to 
get the necessary results with as little inconvenience as possible to all 
concerned. 

To this end it has created a Bureau of Motor Carriers to handle, 
under the direction of a division of the Commission, every phase of the 
work, and it has chosen to captain the sections of that Bureau men who 
have had wide experience with motor carrier operation or regulation or 
who have otherwise been specially trained for the duties which they will 
be expected to perform. In addition to the central staff at Washington, 
we shall have a field organization, as extensive as the funds we can 
obtain from Congress will permit, made up of men, likewise experienced 
in motor carrier affairs, whose duty it will be to maintain contact with 
the operators, not merely as a police force, but for the purpose of 
educating and helping them in every feasible way to comply with the law 
and our regulations. 

The staff has been hard at work, not only on the forms to be used for 
the applications which the law requires, but on rules for the. publication 
and filing of tariffs, insurance and surety bond requirements, classifica- 
tions of accounts, and initial safety regulations. And in the preliminary 
work on all these matters the policy has been to invite into conference 
representatives of the bus and truck industries, the State commissioners, 
representatives of shipper organizations, and many other groups that 
have special knowledge of the subject in hand. Nothing has or will be 
done without the benefit of comments and criticisms from such directly 
interested parties, and I am happy to say that excellent progress is being 
made. Civil service requirements necessarily slow down the recruiting 
of the force of employees, but by March 1 the greater part of that pre- 
liminary work ought to be out of the way. 

And now I shall come to matters which more directly concern many 
of you. I have gone into the motor carrier situation for the purpose, 
especially, of showing that the Commission, while it has in the past 
spent most of its time on the railroads, realizes that every job in regula- 
tion must be done on its own merits and with thorough knowledge of 
the particular kind of transportation which is being regulated. 

As you know, a bill is now pending in the Senate for the further 
regulation of water carriers. I hope it will pass, and I shall undertake 
to tell you why. At the present time water carriers are regulated to 
some extent, partly by the Commission and partly by the Shipping 
Board Bureau, but there are big gaps in the plan. The Senate bill pro- 
poses comprehensive regulation, wholly by the Commission and of the 
same general character, so far as domestic commerce is concerned, as we 
how apply to the railroads and the motor carriers. Without going into 
details, there are two broad reasons for the bill, as I see it. One will 
be found in the internal conditions within the water carrier industry, 
and the other is the situation which exists between the railroads and 
the water lines. 
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Conditions within the industry are not healthy, at least in the case 
of the common carriers which undertake to meet the general demands of 
the public, and it is with those that I am most concerned. There is no 
need for regulating the contract and the private carriers, except only 
to the extent that may be necessary to protect the common carriers 
against unfair competition. But common carriage by water along the 
coasts, on the Great Lakes, and on the inland waterways is not now and 
for a long time has not been an attractive field for private capital. The 
Government has had to supply most of the funds in one way or another. 
Most of the boats are old or well along in years, and the operators are 
generally dissatisfied with the conditions that prevail. Formerly hostile 
to Federal regulation of the kind now proposed, their attitude has 
gradually changed, so that most of them now favor it. They have tried 
to remedy conditions by agreements among themselves, but with very 
little success. They recognize that conditions are not what they should 
be, and are getting worse, and that there is need for stabilizing control 
on the part of the Government. 

Strife between the railroads and the water lines is every day be- 
coming more acute. Until about 1920, the railroads had practically a 
free hand in such competition and made good use of their opportunities 
from their own point of view. As you know, they swept the rivers and 
inland waterways practically free of competing craft. In 1920 the 
Commission was given power to fix minimum railroad rates, and that 
power, together with the greatly strengthened Fourth Section of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, changed the picture radically. The opening of 
the Panama Canal and Government expenditures on other waterway 
and marine improvements were also important factors, as was the large 
supply of vessels built by the Government during the War and available 
at low prices. In consequence of these changed conditions, the railroads 
began to experience greatly increased and very keen competition from the 
water lines, and this coincided with an extraordinary increase in com- 
petition on the highways, to say nothing of the pipe lines and the air. 

Naturally the railroads began to fight back, and to chafe at the 
restrictions which regulation imposed upon them in the reduction of 
rates, while their competitors had a free hand and were not obliged 
even to adhere to published rates or prohibited from granting rebates 
to favored shippers. The situation is not the same as it used to be, 
for in the old days the railroads had a great volume of non-competitive 
traffic which gave them much reserve strength in any rate war with the 
water lines. Today they are meeting competition all along the line 
and of many different descriptions. 

The result of all this is that we are faced directly with the question 
of fair play in competition, and cannot escape it. Either the water lines 
must be brought under much the same degree of regulation as is imposed 
on the railroads and the motor carriers, or the latter must be given an 
opportunity to compete on more nearly equal terms. One or the other 
of these things will, I feel confident, be done. For my own part, I have not 
the slightest doubt as to what the choice should be. Neither the rail- 
roads nor the water lines nor, in the end, the shippers have anything to 
gain from unrestrained competition, and least of all the water lines. On 
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the other hand, fair and impartial regulation will not do away with 
competition, but it will stabilize conditions and put competition on a 
plane where those who engage in it will have a better opportunity to 
make a decent living. 

So I regard the bill for the regulation of the water carriers which 
is now pending in the Senate as a measure which is in no way designed 
for the oppression of those carriers but which will, on the contrary, tend 
to improve the conditions in the industry and prevent destructive and 
ruinous competition, not only between the water lines themselves, but 
between them and their rivals, the railroads. The bill, however, is 
deficient in one respect, and that is that it does not include provision 
for the regulation of what we have called the ‘‘wharfingers’’. The port 
terminal facilities which these ‘‘wharfingers’’ operate are just as essen- 
tial a part of water transportation as are the stations, team tracks, vards, 
and freight houses, of rail transportation. Any regulation of water 
transportation which leaves them out is defective in a vital spot. 

Most of you are familiar with my views on this subject. Not long 
ago I expressed them at some length in an address which I gave at 
Houston before the Association of Port Authorities, and I shall not 
repeat them here. I believe that in principle you will agree that there 
is need for such ‘‘wharfinger’’ regulation. We are working on a bill 
to accomplish that purpose, and in that bill are endeavoring to meet 
every reasonable objection which has been offered to previous drafts. 
We have no desire, I can assure you, to put the port terminal business 
in any straight-jacket. What we have in mind is only such power as 
may be necessary to curb the excesses and abuses which you all know 
have grown up and are developing in the business. I think we ought 
to be able to come to an agreement with those who have the same purpose 
in mind. 

The British authority whose remarks I have quoted said that his 
country had not ‘‘intensified the public control of transport from any 
love of regulation for regulation’s sake.’’ The same is true here. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission is not proposing these bills because 
it wishes to magnify itself, or with any thought of promoting the cause 
of any particular form of transportation. The fact is that transporta- 
tion is now much more than a railroad affair, and if it is to be brought 
under a proper degree of stabilizing control in the general public interest, 
there is no escape from the conclusion that the whole field must be 
covered. You may be sure, also, that if this task is given to the Commis- 
sion, it will endeavor to perform it without fear or favor, with the same 
degree of consideration for every kind of carrier or operator, and with 
the hep of men who, among them, will contribute intimate knowledge of 
every phase of transportation. 


Bankhead Act and Other Acts Repealed 





Announcement was made at The White House late on February 
10th that the President had signed S. 3934, which repeals the Bankhead 


— Control Act, the Kerr Tobacco Control Act and the Potato Act 
of 1935. 





Coordinator to Order Unification of Terminals 


The Federal Coordinator of Transportation announced on February 
1st that he proposes to issue orders requiring the unification of railroad 
terminal facilities at Worcester, Mass.; Mechanicville, N. Y.; Grand 
Rapids, Mich.; Jacksonville, Fla.; Montgomery, Ala.; Meridian, Miss.; 
Freeport, Ill.; Des Moines, Iowa; Council Bluffs, Iowa; Beaumont, 
Texas; and Ogden, Utah. 

The Coordinator said: 


**While the Coordinator would much prefer voluntary railroad 
action, and has done everything possible to encourage such action, 
he is convinced that the time has come to use the authority which 
the Act gives him, and directs him to exercise so far as may be neces- 
sary to accomplish the purpose sought. The railroad machinery for 
handling these matters is apparently on dead center. 

** As the first step in this exercise of authority, he has selected 
a few very simple terminal unification projects, and plans which 
committees of railroad officers have themselves developed. None of 
these plans presents any great difficulty. No railroad need fear 
that its competitive situation will be impaired, and it is clear that 
the public will be given, not worse, but better service and without 
any loss of competition. The savings on these particular projects 
will be substantial. They will serve as a clear and simple test of the 
coordination policy of the Emergency Act, and of the authority of 
the Government to enforce it. 

‘* After this first step, the Coordinator is prepared, if necessary, 
and so far as the time limits of his office permit, to proceed with 
other steps of increasing magnitude, working up gradually from 
small to larger projects, but always with a willingness to stand 
aside if the railroads are able to proceed on their own momentum. 
Fifty millions of waste can probably be avoided by terminal uni- 
fications, but these are only a part of the program. It is believed 
that the opportunities for savings and, even more important, for 
traffic gains from other improvements which can be made run into 
larger figures. The groundwork for these improvements has been 
laid, and the time has come to get on with them.’’ 





Thomas A. Gillis Dead 


Mr. Thomas A. Gillis, Assistant Secretary of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, died at 8:45 a. m. on February 19, 1936. Mr. Gillis 
was born in Pennsylvania on January 28, 1882. He entered the service 
of the Commission as a Clerk in November, 1907, and was appointed 
Assistant Secretary June 7, 1926. 
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An Appellate I. C. C.? 
By Wiusur La Rog, JR. 


E Interstate Commerce Commission is almost a court of last resort. 

The grounds upon which a case can be appealed to the courts are very 
few. Recognized as one of the most powerful agencies in this country, 
holding sway over railroads and trucks and to some extent determining 
the destinies of communities, the Commission is nevertheless almost a 
Supreme Court when it acts within the field which Congress has defined 
for it. 

A shipper may; be suffering under a rate that is extremely high. 
It may be a commodity rate that is higher than the class rate. He files 
a complaint with the Commission and offers what he considers ample 
proof that the rate is excessive. The Commission dismisses his complaint. 
He hurries to a lawyer, determined to haul the Commission into court, 
but the lawyer sorrowfully advises him that there is no appeal from a 
negative order ; also that the courts will not substitute their judgment as 
to the reasonableness of a rate for the ‘‘expert’’ judgment of the Com- 
mission. 

As a practical matter, about the only cases in which an appeal can 
be taken from a decision of the Commission are those in which the 
Commission acts outside the scope of its authority, where it refuses to 
act within the scope of its authority, where it acts arbitrarily (and this 
usually means without evidence before it) or where it establishes a rate 
that is confiscatory. 

The very fact that an appeal is so nearly impossible shows the neces- 
sity of having adequate machinery within the Commission itself for the 
review of cases decided by the several divisions of the Commission. 

At the present time, and for some years past, it has been the policy 
of the Commission to permit a disappointed litigant, in the discretion of 
the Commission, to bring his case before the entire body. This method 
of ‘‘appeal’’ is not free from difficulty. In the first place the disappointed 
litigant may be under the disadvantage of having three unfavorable votes 
against him at the start. Not long ago a lawyer obtained an unfavorable 
decision from a Division. He filed a petition for reconsideration by the 
entire Commission, and when the day for oral argument arrived the 
attorney found himself before a bench of seven Commissioners, three of 
whom had already decided the case against him. The lawyer who re- 
ported this incident said sorrowfully: ‘‘I was licked before I started 
to argue.’’ 

In this connection it is interesting to refer to a federal statute* 
which makes it unlawful for a federal judge who sits as a member of a 
irial court, to sit as a, member of the Circuit Court of Appeals when the 
same case is heard by that court on appeal. The object of this statute 
is to prevent the very kind of evil which exists today within the Com- 
mission when the members of a Division solemnly vote upon reconsider- 


* Sec. 216, Title 28, U. 8. C. 
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ation to sustain the decision they originally reached. It is even their 
perogative, in conference, to urge upon their colleagues not to reverse 
them. It would be difficult to imagine a less satisfactory kind of 
‘‘appeal.’’ 

The evil referred to has been generally recognized. It is even un- 
satisfactory from the Commission’s viewpoint because it brings before 
the entire Commission every case in which reconsideration is allowed. 
Not only do the three members of a Division struggle with a case, but 
too often all eleven members must, go through the same struggle. 

Coordinator Eastman, being keenly aware of the difficulty, has 
suggested a reorganization of the Commission and the creation of a 
super-Commission of five members, called a Control Board. This would 
be more than an appellate board. Its members would have, even in the 
first instance, much more power than the other commissioners because 
questions of policy would largely be determined by them. Under the 
Eastman proposal, there would be referred to the Control Board ‘‘all 
matters relating to proposed legislation’’ and ‘‘questions of general 
transportation importance.’’ The Control Board would dictate all ques- 
tions of policy, and its judgments and policies would be binding on the 
several Divisions. This would, of course, reduce the Divisions to a 
subservient position; and the danger inherent in such a situation is not 
lessened by the proposal that the Chairman of the Commission, who 
would also be the Chairman of the Control Board, would be named by 
the President, thus enabling the White House, at least to some extent, to 
influence Commission policy. It is little wonder that the Commission, 
in transmitting its suggestions to Congress, has frankly stated that such 
an arrangement is undesirable, and that if there is to be an appellate 
board it can readily be constituted by the Commission itself. 

The important point is that there is general recognition of the need 
of some kind of reorganization. This is recognized by both the Commis- 
sion and the Coordinator. The question is whether it shall be effected by 
reorganization from within, or super-imposed from without. So far as 
an appellate board is concerned it would be practicable to have a board 
of five members, to be designated from time to time by the Commission, 
to sit as an appellate tribunal in the reconsideration of any case, but 
with the understanding that no member who voted as a member of a 
Division could vote in the same case as a member of the appellate board. 
The personnel of the appellate board would not be fixed, but would 
change to suit the convenience of the Commission. The Commission 
should, of course, be given the discretion in important cases to designate 
the entire Commission as an appellate board, as is now the practice in 
reconsidering cases decided by a Division. Even in such a ease there 
is at least a question whether a Commissioner who voted as a member 
of a Division should be permitted to vote in the same case on appeal. 

There is, of course, an obvious objection to an appellate board 
selected by the Commission from its own membership. By a vote of 3 to 
2 it would be possible for three members of the Commission who hap- 
pened to be on the appellate board to reverse three other members who 
constituted merely a Division. In such a ease, with two dissents, three 
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Commissioners would in effect reverse five of their colleagues. This evil 
is inherent in any plan for an appeal from one part of a tribunal to 
another part of the same tribunal. In this respect the Eastman plan 
has an advantage, because there would be no doubt as to the superior 
status of the Control Board. 

The objectives to be attained are clear. In the first place, it is 
important to have an appeal or reconsideration in some form. In the 
second place, it is desirable, so far as practicable, to have the appeal 
unprejudiced by the vote below. In the third place, it is important to 
relieve the whole Commission of the burden of passing upon every 
reconsidered case. And in the fourth place, it is indispensably neces- 
sary to exclude executive interference at all cost. It is bad enough to 
have the Shipping Board a mere branch of a department administered 
by a member of the Cabinet. 





Jurisdiction of Courts to Declare Federal 
Statutes Unconstitutional 


Since the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in the 
A, A. A. Case, many proposals have been submitted for the amendment 
of the Constitution and for the curbing of the powers of the Courts to 
declare statutes unconstitutional. The most drastic of these is H. R. 
10839, introduced by Representative Ramsay, of West Virginia, pro- 
posing to amend Title 28, Section 371 of the Code of Laws of the United 
States, by adding thereto a section to be known as 371A, which would 
read as follows : 


“The inferior Federal courts of the United States and the courts of 
the District of Columbia and the Territories of the United States, shall 
have no jurisdiction to declare any Acts or statutes of the United States 
unconstitutional or void, and any bill, declaration, petition, or other 
pleading filed by any litigant in any of said courts, which shall draw in 
question the validity of an Act of Congress or statute of the United 
States on the ground of repugnancy to the Constitution shall be by the 
presiding judge of any such court ordered stricken from the record of 
any case pending therein, and in case of appeal, such case shall be heard 
only upon the record made in the trial court, disregarding the matter 
so required to be stricken from the record.” 





Proposed Amendments to Interstate 
Commerce Act 


Chairman Rayburn, of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of the House of Representatives, has stated that he will ap- 
point a subcommittee to consider various bills proposing amendments to 
the Interstate Commerce Act, such as the Routing Bill (H. R. 5364) 
and H. R. 5363, limiting rights to reparation. The personnel of the 
subcommittee has not yet been announced. 





I. C. C. Reopens Ex Parte 115—Emergency 
Freight Charges, 1935. 


The Interstate Commerce Commission has reopened Ex Parte 115— 
Emergency Freight Charges, 1935, and assigned for hearing, on March 
4, 1936, before Commissioner Aitchison, at Washington, D. C., the 
supplemental petition of the Class I railroads for authority to continue, 
without an expiration date, the charges heretofore authorized by the 
Commission in this proceeding. A Committee of State Railroad and 
Utility Commissioners will participate cooperatively in the hearings. 
An announcement with respect to the assignment of hearings at various 
points other than Washington will be made at a later date. The further 
hearing will also include the question whether water carriers subject to 
the Interstate Commerce Act shall be permitted to continue their 
emergency charges heretofore authorized for such additional period, if 
any, as may be covered by the proposed extension of the emergency rail 
charges. 





Coordinator’s Fourth Report On Transportation 
Legislation 
The Fourth Report of the Federal Coordinator of Transportation on 


‘‘Transportation Legislation’’ has been published as House Document 
No. 394, 74th Congress, 2d Session. 





Collection and Delivery Service—Oflicial Territory 


Chairman D. T. Lawrence of the Traffic Executive Association, 
Eastern Territory, has announced that— 


‘‘At a meeting of traffic executives of the principal Eastern 
roads on January 24th, announcement was made by substantially 
all of such carriers that tariffs will be issued, to become effective 
April 1, 1936, providing collection and delivery service without extra 
charge on less carload freight at points in Eastern Territory when 
originating at and destined to points in the United States, regardless 
of distance. 

‘‘The territory covered by this announcement is generally 
known as Official Territory, roughly described as points on and 
East of the Mississippi River and on the North of the Ohio and 
Potomac Rivers. This represents an extension of the experimental 
arrangements heretofore operative on certain of the carriers for 
limited distances. 

‘*Tt is also generally contemplated that where the service at 
point of origin or destination is performed by shipper or consignee 
an allowance of five cents per 100 pounds shall be made.’’ 
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Proposed Transportation Legislation Introduced 
2nd Session 74th Congress 


H.R. 9961 by Mr. Ramsay—To regulate the speed of motor vehicles 
shipped or operated in interstate commerce. 

H. R. a by Mr. Sirovich—Relative to limitation of shipowners’ lia- 

ility. 

H. R. 10408 by Mr. Beiter—To authorize the Federal Government to eon- 
tribute funds in the improvement of a section of the New York 
State Barge Canal provided the State of New York makes an 
appropriation of $10,000,000 for the same purpose. 

H. R. 10595 by Mr. Lundeen—To provide for the creation of a corpora- 
tion to be known as United States Railway Service; to provide 
for the possession, control, operation, and ownership of certain 
property of carriers by the United States Railway Service. 

H. R. 10663 by Mr. Monaghan—To amend section 12 of the Act of Con- 
gress of August 29, 1935, entitled ‘‘ An Act to establish a retire- 
ment system for employees of carriers subject to the Interstate 
Commerce Act’’. 

H. R. 113833 by Mr. Caldwell—Authorizing a preliminary examination 
and survey relating to the construction of a canal between Saint 
Josephs Bay and the Apalachicola-Saint Andrews Bay Canal, 
Florida. 

S. 1632— (Amendments) by Mr. Lonergan and by Mr. Davis. 

S.3467—Amending the Shipping Act, 1916, as amended. Passed by 
Senate, now in Committee in House. 

8.3501 by Mr. Copeland—To amend certain laws relating to shipping 
by water. 

§.4013 by Mr. Walsh, and H. R. 11145 by Mr. McCormack—To expedite 
the dispatch of vessels from certain ports of call. 





The Present Interstate Commerce Commission 


Seniority of Term Expires 

Service Name of Commissioner Polities Dee. 31 : 
1 Balthasar H. Meyer Republican 1938 
Clyde B. Aitchison Republican 1942 
Joseph B. Eastman Independent 1936 
Frank McManamy Democrat 1937 
Claude R. Porter Democrat 1942 
William E. Lee Republican 1938 
Hugh M. Tate Republican 1936 
Charles D. Mahaffie Democrat 1937 
Carroll Miller Democrat 1939 
Walter M. W. Splawn Democrat 1940 
Marion M. Caskie Republican 1941 
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Recent Law Review Articles of Interest 


THe Feperat Motor Carrie Act or 1935, by John J. George. 21 Cor- 
nell Law Quarterly 249-275 (February, 1936). 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE—CONTROL OF PrisoN-MapE Goons, by Rosario J. 
Guglielmino. Note, 21 Cornell Law Quarterly 357-366 (February, 
- 1936). 


THe Moror Carrier Act or 1935. Note, 24 Georgetown Law Journal 
424-432 (January, 1936). 


Tue 1935 AMENDMENT OF THE RatLR0AD REORGANIZATION Act, by Henry 
J. Friendly. 36 Columbia Law Review 27-59 (January, 1936). 


AVIATION AND SALVAGE: THE APPLICATION OF SALVAGE PRINCIPLES TO 
ArroraFt, by Arnold W. Knauth. 36 Columbia Law Review 224- 
249 (February, 1936). 


Excess DeprREcIATION RESERVE AND Rate Controu, by Pincus M. Berk- 
son, 36 Columbia Law Review 250-273 (February, 1936). 


CommMeERrcE, PENSIONS, AND CopEs, by Thomas Reed Powell. 49 Harvard 
Law Review 1-43 (November, 1935), 193-238 (December, 1935). 


ReMeEDIAL AcTIONS FoR INJURIES CAUSED BY VIOLATIONS OF THE SAFETY 
AppuiANcE Act. Note, 49 Harvard Law Review 456-466 (January, 
1936). 


CONSTITUTIONALITY OF CONGRESSIONAL REGULATION OF INTERSTATE TRANS- 
PORTATION OF Convict-MapE Goops. Note, 49 Harvard Law Review 
466-473 (January, 1936). 


Ricut or Interstate Carrier TO CoLLEcT UNpERCHARGES. Note, 45 Yale 
Law Journal 142-150 (November, 1935). 





Documents for Distribution 


Interstate Commerce Act, as revised to include Motor Carrier and 
certain other related or supplementary Acts. 35c¢ per copy to cover cost, 
plus postage. 


T. V. A. Decision of Supreme Court, may be secured by writing 
Executive Secretary enclosing 25e per copy to cover cost of document, 


plus postage. 
Commissioners Aitchison and Porter Confirmed 





On February 18th the Senate confirmed the nominations of Hon. 
Clyde B. Aitchison and Hon. Claude R. Porter to succeed themselves as 
members of the Interstate Commerce Commission for terms of seven 
years each. 
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Important Proposed Legislation Pending From 
Ist Session 74th Congress 


H. R. 3263—The Pettengill bill to amend Section 4 of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act so as to remove therefrom the long-and-short-haul 
clause. Now pending before the House Rules Committee. Co- 
ordinator Eastman called before Rules Committee. 

H. R. 4747—To amend Section 16 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act 
so as to provide for right of appeal from orders of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission within 90 days to the Court of Ap- 
peals of the District of Columbia upon certain grounds. 

8.1631 and H. R. 5363—To amend the Interstate Commerce Act to limit 
further the right to reparation for damages due to violations of 
the Act. 

8.1632 and H. R. 5379—Provides for the federal regulation of water 
carriers and wharfingers, in both interstate and foreign com- 
merce, by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

§.1635 and H. R. 5365—Provides for the reorganization of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, including the establishment of a 
Coordinator of Transportation. 
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House of Representatives Becomes Constitution 
Conscious 


That the House of Representatives has suddenly become ‘‘ Constitu- 
tion conscious’’ is illustrated by its adoption of House Resolution 425, 
reading as follows: 


“RESOLVED, That the bill (S. 3410) to exempt from taxation 
receipts from the operation of Olympic Games if donated to the State of 
California, the city of Los Angeles, and the county of Los Angeles, in the 
opinion of this House contravenes that clause of the Constitution of the 
United States requiring revenue bills to originate in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and is an infringement of the prerogatives of this House, and 
that said bill be respectfully returned to the Senate with a message com- 
municating this resolution.” 


The resolution was transmitted to the Senate on February 22nd. 





Supreme Court Rulings 84% Unanimous in Term 


According to an Associated Press dispatch of February 11th, 
Supreme Court justices, up to that date, voted unanimously in 102 of the 
121 decisions made public during the current term. 

This was a unanimity rating of 84 per cent. In the nineteen dis- 
sents there were ten 6-3 decisions, five 5-4 decisions and two each of the 
7-2 and 8-1 combinations. 

Justices Brandeis, Stone and Cardozo, winning or losing, voted to- 
gether in every one of the 121 cases. 
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The Federal Register 


The Federal Register, it has been announced, will go to press March 
14th. It will appear each day of the week from Tuesday to Saturday, 
inclusive, except on days following legal holidays. It will be in the form 
and style of the Congressional Record. The daily issue will be indexed, 
and consolidated indices will probably appear monthly, quarterly and 
annually. Its sale and distribution will be in charge of the Superinten- 
dent of Documents. 

The Federal Register will contain current orders, rules and regula- 
tions of the executive and administrative agencies of the Government, 
including executive orders and Presidential proclamations. Such orders 
and regulations as have already been issued have been compiled and will 
be published as supplements to the daily issue. 

The Federal Register Act, approved July 26, 1935, (Public Law No. 
220—74th Congress), provides that no document required to be pub- 
lished in the Federal Register will be valid against any person not having 
actual knowledge of it until original or certified copies of the document 
shall have been filed with the Division of The Federal Register of the 
National Archives, and a copy made available for public inspection. 

During the first fifteen months of President Roosevelt’s administra- 
tion he issued 674 executive orders covering 1400 pages. The National 
Recovery Administration issued 2098 administrative orders, which, to- 
gether with numerous regulations, could be found only after a search of 
5991 press releases. In United States v. Smith, 293 U. S. 633, an indict- 
ment was brought and an appeal taken by the Government to the Su- 
preme Court of the United States before it was discovered that the regu- 
_ lation on which the case was based no longer existed. This chaotic condi- 
tion with respect to ‘‘executive legislation’’ brought about the enactment 
of the Federal Register Act. 

The Federal Register will be similar to the so-called ‘‘ Official Ga- 
zettes’’ of Great Britain, Canada, France, Germany and other countries. 





Elimination of Coal Surcharge Asked 


Coal shippers in five States and coal handlers at upper lake ports, 
through their shipping organizations, have asked the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to eliminate the 15¢ per ton surcharge on lake cargo 
coal. The Commission has been asked to reopen the case and hold a hear- 
ing on this petition. The petitioners allege that unless the emergency 
charge is eliminated, there will be no movement of lake coal prior to July 
Ist next, and that the 35,000,000 tons of lake cargo coal necessary cannot 
be moved between that time and the closing of the season. The Commis- 
sion has not yet announced what action it will take on the petition. 
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New Interstate Commerce Act Compilation 


The Government Printing Office has just released a new compilation 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, which includes the Motor Carrier Act of 
1935 and certain other related or supplementary Acts. Appropriate 
cross-references to the United States Code are included. The document 
contains 168 pages of text and 137 pages of index. Copies of it may be 
obtained from the Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C., for 25¢ each, or from Executive Secretary for 
35¢, to cover cost, plus mailing charges. 





Senate Confirms Railroad Retirement Board And 
National Mediation Board Appointments 


On February 11th the Senate confirmed the nominations of Murray 
W. Latimer, Lee M. Eddy and James A. Dailey to be members of the 
Railroad Retirement Board, and Otto Beyer to be a member of the 
National Mediation Board. 





Deficiency Appropriation Bill Signed 


It was announced at The White House on February 11th that the 
President had signed H. R. 10464, the substitute Third Deficiency Ap- 
propriation Bill, which carries an appropriation of $1,035,000 for the 
Bureau of Motor Carriers of the Interstate Commerce Commission for 
the fiseal year ending June 30, 1936, and $600,000 for salaries and ex- 
penses of the Railroad Retirement Board for the remaining portion of 
the fiscal year 1936. 





National Bituminous Coal Commission 
Appointments Confirmed 


The Senate has confirmed the five members of the National Bitumin- 
ous Coal Commission—George E. Acret of California, Walter H. Maloney 
of Missouri, Charles F. Hosford, Jr., of Pennsylvania, C. E. Smith of 
West Virginia, and Percy Tetlow of Ohio. 

Thomas M. Woodward, of Pennsylvania, formerly an examiner at 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, was confirmed as Consumers’ 
Counsel for the Commission. 

Two members of the Bituminous Coal Labor Board also were con- 
firmed. They are John J. O’Leary of Pennsylvania, representing 


organized employees, and Lee C. Gunter of Tennessee, representing pro- 
ducers. 
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Motor-Rail-Water Tariffs 


The Interstate Commerce Commission has entered the following 
order with respect to tariffs applicable to the transportation of property 
and passengers, filed under Section 6 of Part I of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act and Section 217 of Part II of the Interstate Commerce Act 
(the Motor Carrier Act of 1935) : 


“That tariffs filed under section 6 of Part I of the said Act appli- 
cable to the transportation of property shall be published and filed in 
accordance with regulations heretofore adopted and promulgated in 
Tariff Circular No. 20 and in supplements Nos. 1 and 3 thereto, as 
modified and supplemented by section No. 1 of supplement No. 4 to said 
Tariff Circular No. 20, and that tariffs applicable to the transportation 
of passengers and baggage shall be published and filed in accordance 
with regulations heretofore adopted and promulgated in Tariff Circular 
No. 18-A and supplement No. 3 thereto, as modified and supplemented 
by. section No. 1 of supplement No. 5 to said Tariff Circular No. 18-A, 
which respective sections numbered 1 are hereby approved. 

“That tariffs of common carriers by motor vehicle, common car- 
riers by rail and common carriers by water containing the joint rates 
and fares hereinabove referred to, shall be published, filed, posted and 
kept open for public inspection in the form and manner prescribed for 
tariffs applicable to the transportation of property in section No. 2 of 
supplement No. 4 to Tariff Circular No. 20, and for tariffs applicable to 
the transportation of passengers and baggage in section No. 2 of sup- 
plement No. 5 to Tariff Circular No. 18-A, which sections numbered 2 
are hereby approved. 

“That the said supplement No. 4 to Tariff Circular No. 20 and 
supplement No. 5 to Tariff Circular No. 18-A are hereby made effective 
February 15, 1936.” 


At the same time the Commission issued Supplement No. 5 to Tariff 
Cireular No. 18-A, Supplement No. 3 to Tariff Circular No. 19-A, and 
Supplement No. 4 to Tariff Cireular No. 20. 





Bureau of Motor Carriers Issues Preliminary 
Draft of Insurance Rules 


The Bureau of Motor Carriers, on February 3, 1936, issued a draft 
of proposed insurance requirements for motor carriers, and requested 
comment thereon for consideration in the adoption of permanent rules. 
The draft released by the Bureau varies greatly from that suggested 
by the American Trucking Associations, Inc., through its Insurance and 
Bills of Lading Committee. 





Motor Carrier Applications 


The dead-line for filing of applications for certificates, permits and 
licenses by motor carriers and brokers, under the grandfather clause of 
the Motor Carrier Act of 1935, expired at midnight on February 12th. 
The Bureau of Motor Carriers estimated that about 100,000 applications 
had been filed. About 200,000 application blanks had been distributed. 
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Status of Pettengill Fourth Section Bill 


Chairman Rayburn, of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of the House of Representatives, Representative Pettengill 
and the Federal Coordinator of Transportation, Hon. Joseph B. East- 
man, appeared before the Rules Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives on February 25th to discuss the Pettengill Bill (H. R. 3263), in an 
effort to have the Rules Committee give the bill preferred status so that 
it may receive early consideration by the House of Representatives. 





Commission Creates Joint Boards Under Motor 
Carrier Act 


Pursuant to the provisions of Section 205 of the Motor Carrier Act, 
1935, the Interstate Commerce Commission has created three Joint 
Boards to hear, consider, and recommend appropriate orders upon mat- 
ters referred to them by the Commission involving operations of motor 
earriers or brokers. 

Joint Board No. 1, for the States of Illinois, Indiana and Kentucky, 
is composed of : Hon. Andrew Olson, of Illinois; Hon. Samuel LL. Trabue, 
of Indiana; Hon. Cliff Claypool, of Kentucky. 

Joint Board No. 2, for the States of North Carolina and South Caro- 
lina, is composed of: Hon. Stanley Winborne, of North Carolina, and 
Hon. Sam C. Blease, of South Carolina. 

Joint Board No. 4, for the States of Mississippi and Tennessee, is 
composed of : Hon. Gillis Cato, of Mississippi, and Hon. Porter Dunlap, 
of Tennessee. 

(Joint Board No. 3 has not yet been announced ). 





Time for Filing Motor Carrier Tariffs Extended 


Division 5 of the Interstate Commerce Commission, on February 
21st, entered an order further extending the date for the filing of tariffs 
and schedules required by Sections 216, 217 and 218 of the Motor Carrier 
Act, 1935. The effect of the order entered is to require that tariffs and 
schedules be filed with the Commission on or before March 23, 1936, to 
become effective on April 1, 1936. This action was taken in response to 
requests of motor carriers and their associations that additional time be 
granted them in which to prepare and file their tariffs and schedules. In 
granting the extension the Commission called attention to the fact that 
it has no authority to extend the effective time of any provision of the 
Motor Carrier Act beyond April 1, 1936. 
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Motor Carrier Released Rates Order No. 2— 
Household Goods 


The Interstate Commerce Commission has made public Released 
Rates Order No. 2, providing that carriers of property by motor vehicles 
subject to the provisions of Sections 217 and 218 of the Motor Carrier 
Act of 1935 are authorized to establish for the transportation of house- 
hold goods rates dependent upon value declared in writing by the shipper 
or agreed upon in writing as the released value. 





I. C.. C. to Hold Hearing in Matter of Security for 
Protection of Public, Required by Motor 
Carrier Act 


Division 5 of the Interstate Commerce Commission will hold hear- 
ings, beginning March 11, 1936, at Washington, D. C., in the matter of 
security for the protection of the public, as provided in Section 215 of 
the Motor Carrier Act, 1935, and rules and regulations governing the 
filing and approval of surety bonds, policies of insurance, qualifications 
as a self-insurer, or other securities and agreements by motor carriers and 
brokers subject to the Motor Carrier Act, 1935. These hearings will be 
for the purpose of taking such pertinent evidence in regard to this mat- 
ter as any interested party may wish to present. Following the taking 
of evidence, opportunity will be given for oral argument. Division 5 has 
expressed the hope that it will be possible to have this oral argument 
immediately after the hearings. 





I. C. C. to Determine Municipal Areas for Truckers 


In B. M. C. Orders C-1, C-2, C-3 and C-4, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has directed investigations to be made to determine the 
extent and area of the municipalities of St. Louis, Mo., and East St. 
Louis, Ill.; New York City and contiguous municipalities; Chicago and 
contiguous municipalities; and Los Angeles and contiguous municipali- 
ties, for the purpose of a proper administration of the provisions of the 
Motor Carrier Act of 1935. It has assigned each of these proposals for 
hearing. Copies of the orders of the Commission with respect to any of 
these areas will be furnished any interested member. 


No New N. R. A. 


There will be no new N. R. A. legislation during this session of Con- 
gress according to Congressional leaders, who have stated that further 
studies along this line have been abandoned. 
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Railroad Retirement Act Legislation 


The Attorney General of the United States announced on January 
30th the.appointment of Charles M. Hay, of St. Louis, to be a Special 
Assistant to the Solicitor General, to aid in the presentation of the Gov- 
ernment’s case in the proceedings brought by the railroads to contest the 
constitutignality of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1935. Walter A. 
Pollak, of ‘New York, has been engaged to represent the Railroad Retire- 
ment Board in these proceedings. Mr. Pollak was Chairman of the Rail- 
road Retirement Investigation Commission and Mr. Hay was its Vice 
Chairman. 

The defendants in the Railroad Retirement Act suit filed their 
answer to\the petition in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia 
on February 5th. The Railroad Retirement Board asked the Court to 
dismiss the suit as having been prematurely filed, since the Board has 
issued no order nor taken any action which might affect the rights of 
petitioners and over which the Court might have jurisdiction. The 
Board further alleged that it had no present power to do anything, and 
as a consequence there is no threatened wrong which the Court may 
enjoin. The Collector of Internal Revenue attacked the Court’s juris- 
diction to grant an injunction, and alleged that the railroads are seeking 
to make the power of Congress to make appropriations the basis for an 
attack on the Taxing statute. 

The railroads alleged in their petition that the Retirement Act and 
the Taxing statute were inseparable, and singly or collectively unconsti- 
tutional. 

On February 19th Mr. Justice Bailey, of the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia, heard oral argument on the motion of the Railroad 
Retirement Board to dismiss the suit. About four hours were devoted 
to the argument. The matter was taken under advisement. 





Proposed Amendments to Railroad Retirement 
Act And Railroad Pension-Taxing Act 


Representative Monaghan, of Montana, has introduced bills, H. R. 
10663 and H. R. 10664, proposing to amend the Railroad Retirement 
Act and the Railroad Pension-Taxing Act, by adding the following: 


“No appeal shall be permitted in any case in which the constitu- 
tionality of this act is challenged, the passage by Congress of this act 
being deemed conclusive presumption of its constitutionality. 

“Any Federal judge who declares this act unconstitutional is 
hereby declared to be guilty of violating the constitutional requirement 
of ‘good behavior’ upon which his tenure of office rests and shall be 
held by such decision ipso facto to have vacated his office and the 
President of the United States is hereby authorized to nominate a 
successor to fill the position vacated by such judicial officer.” 


The purpose of these amendments is to prevent these Acts from 
being declared unconstitutional. 
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Table Showing Status of Pending Federal Trans- 
portation Legislation Second Session— 
Seventy-Fourth Congress 


(Only Bills believed of interest to members are listed.) 


Bill Nos. Status 
napueimbenimmeiae Popular Title 
8. H.R Senate House 


4747 Appeals from I. C. C. Orders None 
1288 2748 Block Signal Systems . None 
543 3617 Bridge and Track Inspection ’ None 
1630 5378 Dismissal Compensation None 
3452 Eight Hour Day—Motor Vehicle 
Drivers None 
3919 10000 Eight Hour Day—wWater Carrier 
Officers None 
3467 False Billing—Sec. 16a Shipping 
Act 
3363 Federal Licensing of Corporations 
59 2022 Full Crews 
3055 Government Contracts (Walsh Bill) 
2573 7641/ 
10595 Government Ownership of Railroads 
4301 Grade Crossing Elimination 
1152 Hague Rules Bill 
8. J. Res. 3 Hours of Labor, etc., Reg. By Con- 
stitutional Amendment 
1562 2870 Hours of Service 
3162 Interstate Workmen’s Compensation 
8. C. R. 6— 
3042/6799 Legislative Rate-Making 
Lobbyist Registration 











H.J.Res. 
281 M, & St. L. Reorganization 
9961 Motor Vehicle Speed Regulation 
3263 Pettengill Fourth Section 
Practice before Government Depts. 
Pullman Surcharges 
10641 Railroad Land Grant Records 
10663 Railroad Retirement Act Amendment 
10664 R.R. Pension-Taxing Act Amendment 
5365 Reorganization of I. C. C. 
R. R. Reorganization Act (Sec. 77) 
Amendment 
5363 Reparation, Limitation On 
5364 Routing—Amending Sec. 15 (4) 
9969 Ship Owners Liability 


8555 Ship Subsidy 
Ship Subsidy (Replaces 8S. 3376) 
Shipping Act Amendments 
Six Hour Day on Railroads 
Tariff Printing 
Thirteenth Section, I. C. Act 


Thirty Hour Week—Industry 
Train Dispatching Offices 
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27/344 169/ 
3259 


Train Lengths Hgs. 
7544 Transportation Department None 
2726 7901 Twenty-Eight Hour Bill None 
3787 U. 8. Administrative Court None 
1632 5371 Water Carrier Regulation Cal. 
8598 Water Transportation of Explosives None 


Cal.—Means on Calendar. Hgs.—Means Hearings Held. Ptd.—Means 
Action Postponed. 





George W. Laird Appointed Assistant Secretary 
of Interstate Commerce Commission 


George W. Laird, Assistant Chief of Complaints, Bureau of Motor 
Carriers, has been appointed Assistant Secretary of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, effective March 1, 1936. 

He was born in Long Branch, New Jersey on October 15, 1888, and 
educated in the public schools of that city. Soon after graduation he 
accepted a position in the Ordnance Department, Sandy Hook, New 
Jersey, where he remained until his appointment in the Section of Mails 
and Files, Interstate Commerce Commission in November, 1910. Mr. 
Laird was appointed Assistant Chief of the Section of Dockets in Janu- 
ary, 1920; Assistant to the Chief Examiner in July, 1928, and Assistant 
Chief, Section of Complaints, Bureau of Motor Carriers, on November 
1, 1935. 

After entering the employment of the Commission, he studied law 
at the Washington College of Law, Washington, D. C., and graduated in 
1921 with a degree of L. L. B. 

In 1912 Mr. Laird married Miss Vera Edwards of Long Branch, New 
Jersey ; they have two children. 





Federal Corporation License Bill 


Chairman Wheeler of the Committee on Interstate Commerce of the 
Senate has announced that hearings will begin in the near future on 
8. 3363, the O’Mahoney Bill which gives the Federal Government 
authority to impose charters on all corporations doing interstate busi- 
ness. Under the terms of the bill the Federal Trade Commission would 
have authority to deny licenses to a corporation to engage in interstate 
commerce unless it provided a charter meeting the Commission’s regu- 
lations with respect to child labor, collective bargaining, etc. The exact 
date for the hearings has not yet been assigned. 

















First Printing November, 1935 
Second Printing January, 1936 


Legislative History 
OF THE 


MOTOR CARRIER ACT, 1935 


Including a Bibliography of Recent Books, Articles, 
Publications, ete., Relevant Thereto, 


A list of Decisions of State and Federal Courts rendered in 
connection with State Legislation which may be helpful 
in interpreting and applying the Federal ‘‘Motor 
Carrier Act, 1935,’’ 
and an 


Index of the ‘‘Motor Carrier Act, 1935’’ 
By Warren H. WAGNER, L. L. M. 


Formerly Attorney-Examiner and Assistant Chief Examiner 
Interstate Commerce Commission, 
Member of the Bars of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, 
Illinois and the 
District of Columbia 


HE legislative history takes the bill proposed by the Federal 
Coordinator of Transportation, and by following it through 
the ‘‘Halls of Congress’’ shows, by detailed footnotes, the elimi- 
nations, insertions ‘and substitutions made thereto, until it 
became the Motor Carrier Act, 1935, as finally passed. The foot- 
notes contain substantially all important statements appearing 
in the Congressional Committee Reports and made on the floor 
of either House; and connect them up with the particular portion 
of the law to which they relate. In effect, it not only shows the 
editorial changes made, but sets forth the legislative analysis and 
meaning intended by the Senators and Representatives who par- 
ticipated in the writing of this law. (There are 259 footnotes.) 


CLOTH BINDING, $2.75, DELIVERED. 
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